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ABSTRACT 

This paper explores the syntactic properties, in- 
Soaianian.^ of one kind oX subordination, naaely Sentential Predicate 
GoKpienentation* Some generalizations ar^ offered cdntLerning the 
relationship between the meaning and the syntactic properties of^ 
these constructions. ' Tlie coqplemertt structures are isolated into 
gr^iups according to verb selections (1) verbs which perait no 
independent selection of complement subject or tense; and (2) veriss 
vith no restrictions on compiement sujDject or tense. These cat^egories 
are than e2ia3?.5-n^d for consistent semantic content. It Is concludes, 
that when tens^ in the embedded sentence is redundant j it is 
eliminated and either the infinitive or subjunctive, both essentially 
ten^^eiesG, is Inserted. Whe.n> however^ there are no restrictionsr 
indicatiye complements occur, since the indicative contains the full 
range of tenses. Since similar principles^ seem to exist in English 
ar.d other Romance .languages, it^ is suggested that some principles of 
.econx)my are at work in the distribution of complement constructions. 
(Author/AK) - - ^ 
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Linr,uistic research within Generative,^^ammar has b^en umlergoinr, 
an evolution in the past several years from grammars which attestpted to 
formally generate the sentences of jdL language with the simplest set of 
rules. Cowards a serious investigation of the complex set of interrelationship 
between meaning and syntax. Reflecting that trend, what I would Tike to 
do in this paper is to explore ,t he syntactic properties, in Romanian, of 
one kind of subordination,- namely Sentential Predicate Complementation.. 
Rather than attempting to refute or support any of the currently competing 
theoretical models I will concentrate on offering what I feel are some 
valid generalizations concerning the relationship between the meaning and 
the syntactic properties of these constructions. 

By sentential complementation is generally meant those sentences 

embedded in a particular manner into another sentence, normally as subject 

or objeet of the verb of the matrix sentence. What is needed is an 

explanation for the distribution of the various manifestations which 

these embedded sentences assume in the surface structure; in particular 

the- grammatical connectives which introduce the complement sentence, and 

o 

the mood of t\ie subordinate verb. These are: ca with indicative mood, 
(ca) sa^with subjunctive, and (a) with an infinitive. Sentences (1)~(3) 
illustrate the constructions involved: % 
(1)' a. An aflat ca aici ploua mtilt.' - 

'I have learned that it rains a lot here.' 
b. Ma bucur ca a^i venit. 

#" 

'?I'm glad that you have come.* 



Sauer 



-2- ^ 

c. Mi se pare ca ai dreptate.^ , 
'It seems to me that you are right.' 

(2) a. E necesar ca astazi .sa-mi dai un raspuns. 

- * 'It's necessary that 'today you give me an answer. ' 

b. E necesar sa-tni dai un raspuns astazi. 

'It's necessary that you give me an answer today.' 

c. Nu e destul ca o^na^ie sS-si aibS loc pe harta lumii. 

'It's not enough that a nation have a place on the map of the world.' 
d/ Ejti ?ata sa pleci la ^coala? 

'Are you ready to leave for school?' ' ' - • 

e. Copilul a Inceput sa pllnga. - . 

'The boy began to cry.' 

(3) a. Nu pot merge. 

'I can't^gp. ' 

b. . Copilul a xnceput a plinge., * ^ * 

'The l)oy began to 'cry.' , ^ 

c. El a ^ncetat de a mai veni aici. ^ , . "* 
'He has stopped coming here.' 

{ 

I have combined ca . . . into a single complementizer, since ca Is inserted 
into complement sentences only when the complement subject,, or some -other 
element, precedes the verb of the subordinate sentence, as we can see by 
(2a) and (2b), where astazi is to the left of the verb.^ 

In a grammar in which the deepest level of representation characterizes 
the meaning of a sentence, those superficial elements which are not' semahtically 
significant, such as conjunctions like the above, which serve merely to 
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introduce a substructure, are not present in that underlying structure, 
bqt are inttt>tluced by syntactic rule. This has been the case with most 

studies* of sentential complementation since Rosenbaum's work in English 

* >» 

2 

in the mid 60s. One notable exception is Vasiliu and Golopentia's Sintaxa 
Transformat;ionala a Lirabii Romane , where all the conjunctions as well as 
the infinitive markers are introduced in the deep structure,^ however, 
but they were working within an earlier framework in which deep structures 
closely resembled surface structures. Besides, *^it is not immediately 
apparent that these conjunctions have no semantic content*^ 

The most comprehensive studies of sentential complementation that I 
know of, in chronological order, are the dissertations of Peter Rcf^nbaum 
for English, Robin Lakoff for Latin, and my own for Spanish,^ What I 
propose to do in the remainder of this paper is to briefly examine sentential 
complementation in Romanian "from the approach of these three studies and 
in doing so suggest a set of principles which I feel most adequately explains 
the facts. ^ 

In a model like Rosenbaum's each sentence embedding verb would be 
associated with a syntactic feature matrix which in essence' specifies which 
complement constructions ^are compatible with it. For example, the verb 
a. afla 'to find, find out V would be associated with the feature^ Chat triggers 
the rule inserting and the indicative mood, given the grammaticality , 
of sentence (4) alongside the ungrammaticality of (5) : 

(4) Am aflat ca pleca^i ast'azi.* "\ 

(5) a. *Am aflat sa p,leca^i astazi. / 'I've^ found ^(learned) that you 
b. *Am aflat a pleca astazi. ^ are leaving today.' 
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The verb a tncerca 'to try' on the other hand would be associated with 
the features leading to thS^ insertion of s^ plus subjunctive or optionally 
a plus infinitive in the literary language, as in (6) a and b, but not (7): 

(6) a. Am ^ncercat sa dormim. 

b^ Am Jncercat. a dormi. i 'We tried to sleep.' 

(7) *Aia tncercat ca darmira* ^ * 

This kind of analysis has several weaknesses, but the point I would 
like to emphasize is that it provides no insight at all into the nature of 
complement constructions. "Stating arbitrary syntactic features for each 
subject embedding verb simply provides a mechanism for generatin.g^^the 
grammatical sentences, but doesn't begin to explain the facts of distribution. 

Robin Lakof f , in her analysis of complementation in English atid ^ 
Latin recongnized the fact that there is often a correlation between the 
meaning of the matrix verb and the type of complement structure it occurs 
with. She provided' the means for incorporating this relationship into 
the grammar by introducing the notion of "redundancy'rules", which in 
essence enabled her to state formally the traditional grammarians' observations 
that verbs of the same semantic class normally occur with the same type 
of subordination ♦ For Romanian, a redundancy rule for example would state 
that verbs of communication normally require the insertion of indicative 
complements, as in (8): 
(8). a. Profes9rul a anunt^at ca pleaca. 

'The professor announced that he was leaving*' 
b.^ Ion a strigat ca du^manii au plecat* 

'Ion shouted that the enemy had left.' • 
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Li via spune ca este bolnava. 
' 'Llvia says that she is sick. ' 

d. Tata mi-a scris ca a pierdut banii.* 

'Dad wrote me that he has lost the money ^ ' 
We will return below to discuss apparent counterexamples to these, where 
verbs of communication occur with subjunctive coiaplements. 

Another redundancy rule would state that verbs of initiation, on the 

* 

other hand, are compatible w.ith both subjunctive and* infinitival complement 

*> 

constructions, but not indicative, as iA -(9): 

(9) a. Profesoara a Inceput / sa cada J ' 

a cadea } 'The teacher began to fall.' 

^ *ca cade 



b. Domnui s-a apucat 



^ sa demonstreze 



/ ca nu 



a demonstra / ca nu am dreptate. 

^ *Ca demons treaza J ' 
'The ,j;^entleman set out to demonstrate that I wasn't right.' 
Still another redundancy rule would state that verbs which influence 
behavior require subjunctive complements, as in (10)-(12): 

(10) Te rog sa-nii aduci car tea 

j «' I beg^ you to bring me the book . ' 

i 

(11) Nu permit sa pleci. 
I* 

'I don't permit you to leave.' ^ 
* * ^ * 

(12) Nu s-a lasat cadS. 

'He didn't let himself fall.' 

Redundancy rules such, as these constitute an improvement over an ^ 
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.analysis like Rosenbaum's (which needs arbitrary syntactic features for^ 
each sentence embedding verb) because the^correlation between semantic 
class of the matrix verb and the syntactic form of the complement is 
taken into account. Even more desirable however, would be the postulation 

•of deeper principles which underlie these particular relationships. 

What I would like to propose is that there is such a set of principles, 
and that they h^ve to do with the semantic restrictions on the selection 
of the subject and the tense of the verb in the embedded sentences, regardless 
. of the semantic class of the matrix verb. 

To illustrate thas, consider first the two extremes of freedom of 
subject and tense selection. The first case is when the matrix verb permits 
no free selection of complement subject and verb tense at all. "These verbs 

* both infinitival and s ubjunctive ciqmplements ,^ but do not occur with indicative 

complements . Some sort of very ad-hoc redundancy rule to reflect this might 

look something like.,, ^ > * 

^permitting no independent selection of complement /subject \r tense 
u Complementizer Insertion rule3optional subjunctive 

optional infinitive 
« 

Verbs of this kind are roughly speaking equivalent to Perlmutter's "like 

subject verbs", such as ?^ncepe ^begin' and tncerca 'try', as in: 

(13) Studentul a ( fnceput j sa mearga ^ 

I^Jncercat) 1 a merge r 'The student began (tried) to go.' 
^ • / *ca merge J ^ 

(For lack of time I will assume it is clear what I mean by no independent 

^ - \ 
^.selection of subject and tense in tlfe embedded sentence.) 

Others in this class are: % 
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a pdrni 
a primi 
a §ti 
a 'tnv^ita 
a apuca 
a grabi 
a izbutl 
a ^ndrazni 
a inceta 
a putea 
a fi gata 
a fi obligat 



begin, set out to' 
agree to' * 
know how to ' 
teach how to' 
begin' 
hurry' . \ 
succeed in' 
dare' 
cease ' 
be able' 
be rfeady' 
be obliged' 



Also subject to these principles are cases where the complement subject 
must be coreferential to the object to the matrix verb rather than the 



subject : 

(14) Va invitam fa face 



fa face T o 
VsX face^i / 



ancheta la scoala. 



'We invite you to take a poll .at school/ 

'I The other extreme comes about when there are no restrictions at all 

*» • 
on the identity of the complement subject nor on the verb tense. For 

- c 

those vp-r h5^J[jridicatij^ are Ins etted ; 

^no restrictions- on complement subject or tense 
u Complementizer Insertion indJLcative* 

This is the case with the- following kinds of verbs for example* 

1. Verbs which comment on the truth value of a proposition,: 

<15)(e probabil 

I e adevcfrat ^ 
e indiscutabil 



sint convins 



ca tata 'a plecat devreme, 

IS \ 

mi se pare 

2. Verbs of communication (See (8a-d)). 

3, Verbs of perception: 
(16) Observ ca slnte^i supara^i. 

'I notice that you are angry*' 
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(17) Am vis^t^^ m-a s^rutat un urs.' j 
'f dreamed that a bear kissed' me.' 

(18) Actorul .a-.anuntfat- ca va pleca din ora^. 

" '* • 

'The actor announced that he would leave the city.' , 

In complements consisting of a head noun with a sentence in apposition 

to it, the ^arne generalizations* apply . Nouns like obiceul 'the custom', 

dorint;a 'the wish', ^nvoirea 'the permission') placerea 'the pleasure', 

and intentia 'the intention', which do not permit free subject or tense 

selection in the sentence in apposition to them, permi*t infinival and 

subjunctive complements: 

(19) Mi-am exprimat dorinfa C de a^vedea ^ copiii. 

^ sa vad ^J,. ^ ...... 

*I felt the de^iife to see the children.' 



(20) Regele a cerut 'invoirea ^^de^a domni.^'^ 



I ^ s'S domneasca./ ^ 

'The king asked for permission to rule.' 

(21) Am onoarea f de a va anunfa ^ ca a^i c^stigat premiul. 

/ sa va. anun^ / 

'I have the honor to announce to you that you have won the prize. ^ 

(22) Am avut intenljia f de a va invita ) la masa. 

\ s& va invitam J * ^ 

'We had the intention of Inviting you to eat.' 
On the other hand, head nounls vhicjh impose n6 restrictions on the complement 
sentence, such as fapt'ul 'the fact', g'lhdul 'the thought', and credin^a 
'the belief, occur with indicative constructions: 

(23) N-am uitat faptul ca ai fost bolnav^. 

'I haven't forgotten the fact that you were sick.' 
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(24) G$ndul ca va intirzia nu-i placea* 
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'The though Chat he would be late didn't please hlra* ' 

(25) Credin'tja ca guvernul a cazut nu este adevarat. 

'The belief that the government has fallen is not true.' 
Between the two extremes of freedom and total restriction on complement 
subject and tense selection are cases wher:e the embedding verb permits 
free subject selection but not verb tense selection. These verbs normally 
require subjunctive domplements, as in: ^ ♦ 

(26) a, Vreau ( sa raerg. ^ 'I want to go.' 

I *ca merg. J 

b. Vreau fsa A mergi tu. 'I want you to go.' 

(27) a. Prefer fsa'lma due c^^ine. 'I prefer to leave tomorrow.' 

.|*caj 

b. Prefer f sa *\ te duci m'^ine. 'I prefer for you to leave tomorrow. 
\*cS/ ^ ^ 

Still to be discussedj are instances where fiiffarences in compJemenc 

»<«- 

constructions reflect differences in meaning, such as: 

(28) I-am spus ca xmi» da ajutor. 'I told Kim that he was helping me.' 

(29) I-am spus sa-mi dea ajutor. 'I told him to help me.' , 
Rather than constituting counterexamples to the kind of redundancy rules 
I have been proposing, sentences like the above^end to support them. 
Notice first that not only a spune , but all verbs of communication have - 
the same properties, as in the sentences below for example, with a scrie 

' tp write' : * . 

(30) Tata nii-a ^cris sa plec imediat. 'Dad wrote me to leave right away.' 

r 

'(31) Tata rai-a scris ca plec ilnediat. 'Dad wrote me that I am leaving 

^ ». • 

'if'irght aw^y.' " 1 



.11 
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Since verbs of communication can communicate either a command or a simple 
message, there must be some way of distinguishing thfe pairs i'n- tlie" underlying 
Structure, perhaps by postulating-homophonous pairs of verbs, or by the 
presence or absence of an abstract head' noun 'command' in sentences like 
('2a)*and (2b) which is later deleted. Whatever the best characterization 
turns out to be, there will have to be some means of specifying that the 
; verbs communicating a simple message impose no restrictions on the complement, 
while the verbs expressing commands permit no free tense selection, in 
which case the complement type idoes not need to be specified because it 
fo5.1ox7S automatically from the redundancy rules. 

The verbs a sti 'to know', and a invata 'to learn, to teach' occur 

' ^ . i * . 

with both subjunctive*, and indicative complement constructions, and in the 

literary language, infinitival complements: 

(32) a. Feti^a nu '^tia s^ vorbeascK bine, j 

b. Feti^a nu ^tia a vorbi bine. I 'The little girl didn't know 

) how to speak well.' 

c. Fetitja nu ^tia ca vorbe^te bine. 'TKe little girl didn't know 



that she spoke well.' 
(33) a. EI m~a fnvSt;at sa vorbesc bine. 'He taught me to speak well.' 

* A J * f 

b. El m^-a inva^at a vorbi bine. j- 

c. El m^-a invatat c^ vorbesc bine. '^He taught me that I speak well.' 
Notice that the verbs in the (a) and Xb) sentences mean approximately the 
same as English 'to know how' and 'to teach how' (i.e. ! cause tc come to 
know how'), while the (c) sentences are the equivalent of 'to know a fact' 
and. 'to teach (acause to come to know) a fact'. One possible way of 
characterizing these differences is to assume the presence in the underlying 
structure of a 'manner' head noun in the (a) and (b) sentences, and perhaps 
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a 'fact' head noun.,irf the other's. What is 'clear is that the pairs 'of 

'meanings will have to-be distinguished in one way or another at the level 

which characterizes meaning, and that the' 'manner' versions will impose 

restrictions on complement subject and tense, since ther'e is no free 

selection at all is permitted with them. As a result the redundancy rules 

wiir account for t^ie .syntactic iproperties of the complement constructions. 

There are many verbs which can have as a complement either any 

* " ' ' ^* 
proposition, or a complement which describes aiv action. Verbs which 

describe, a- mental attitude' are of tlyLs kind, as we see in (34) and (35) 
belbwi ' ^ 

/\ ' ' * * 

(34) Imi place (faptul) catnot. ' 'I like It (the -fact) that' I swim. ' 

(35) Imi place s^ thot. »I like^ to swim;' 

There are again several possible alternatives for distinguishing between 
these ^sets of meanings. . One "is ..that there is a abstract head noun faptul ^ 

fact' present in the underlying* structure of sentences like (34) and 
another head noun corresponding to English act in the complement of sentences 
•like (35). If this is the case, the head noun faptul does not impose any 
restrictions on the nature of the complement-, while the/ act head noun . 
does riot permit any independent .tense selection at 'all. The appropriate 
complementizers 'would again follow from the redundancy- rules. 

It is obvious that the generalizations which I have proposed are 
still very rough and in need of refining. Moreover, it is likely that the' 
distribution of complement types is not completely systematic, since chance 
and historical changes contribute to the creation of, many exceptions and 
idiosyncracies in syntactic properties 1 For this^ reason the (ad hoc) 
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redundancy rules which I have suggested make use of the markec!--onirkarked 
concept. Exceptions to the general rules would simply be •narked as exceptions, 

.1 believe that the same principles ^pply to other const'^uctions Also, 
such as sentential complements of prepositions and adverl^a^ hut limitations 

^ of time exclude such a discussion ^t t^is time. 

Essentially what I have been saying.. is that when tense Jn the embedd<id 

sentence is redundant it is eliminated and either the iitfinitive or subjunctive, 

» 

which are both essentially tenseless, is inserted. If however, there are 

no restrictions, indicative complements occur, ^ since the indicative 
> 

contains the full range of tenses. Any teleological explana1:ion such as 
this of course is. merely conjecture at this point, but similar principles 
seem to exist* in English and in other Romance Languages, suggesting that ^ 
som'e sort of principles of economy are at work in the distribution of 
complement construcuions. . . 
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T'OOTNOTES - 

Ca sa doe.-^ occur of course, ^viuh no intervening element,, but no.*: ±x\ 
tJu* particular constructions under discussion. Ratuar, *Cxi ^ is an 
adverbial conjunction of purpose • 

So:t J^osenbaun, Peter S.> The Gramnyar of Enyjish Predicate Compleme nt 

Cons cr uc t ions , 1967. Cair,bridyse, M.I.T. Trass. 

r. Var,iliu and Sand;§ Colopen^^ia-lvretescu, Sintaxa Tra^^^^^ 

LiiRbii ^omane, Bucur.efti_> 1969/ 

Hiat I am suf.p.estinR is that these conjunc6i6ns are prammaticai connectives 
free r)eanin>^ at least in sentential oredicate ccnnlenjentation. In 
other iast^inces (ca) sn. and ^ seen to have semantic content, sucb as 
purpose- [ (ca) sa] or reason (c^) . Kqwever , it mav turn out to "be 
best in these cases to pdsit in the underlying structure sercantic 
primes such as 'purpose' and 'reason', which are later deleted. In 
this case the conjunctions (ca) sa and £a will be inserted naturally 
by rules which I -will propose^ below. 

Rosenbaum, op. cit., Robin Lakoff, Abstract Svntax and latin Complemen^^^^ 
Fe.^earch Monograpn Series, 49. Cambridge: HIT Press.' Keith Sauer, 
Sentential Coraplepentati^on, i^ unnublished Ph !3. Dissertation, 1972. 
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